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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments, see Amendment - After Non-Final Rejection, filed 30 
September 2005, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-5, 11-15, 21, and 22, 
under 35 U.S.C. 102 (a), 35 U.S.C. 102 (e), and with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 6-10, and 16-20, under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a), have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection(s) have been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Archibald, Jr. et al. (U.S. 
6,928,578). As such, this action has NOT been made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Archibald, Jr. et al. (U.S. 6,928,578). 

As per independent claim 1 , Archibald, Jr. et al. (herein after referred to as 
Archibald) teach, 

o receiving a request to read data, wherein the request is received from a 
computer system in data communication with the RAID data storage 
system; (Column 7 lines 39-44) 



Application/Control Number: 10/610,966 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2187 

o reading first parity data corresponding to the first stripe unit data in 

response to receiving the request; (Column 7 lines 39-44). 
o generating new first parity data corresponding to the first stripe unit data, 

wherein the new first parity data is generated as a function of the first 

stripe unit data; (Column 7 lines 44-47) 
o comparing the first parity data with the new first parity data; (Column 7 

lines 47-49) 

o returning data of the first stripe unit to the computer system if the first 
parity data compares equally to the new first parity data. (Column 7 lines 
39-44). 

As per dependent claim 2, Archibald teach, "wherein the RAID data storage 
system comprises a parity RAID data storage system" (Column 6 lines 16-20). 

As per dependent claim 3, Archibald teach, "wherein the parity RAID data 
storage system comprises a RAID-5 data storage system" (Column 5 lines 32-35). 

As per dependent claim 4, Archibald teach, "wherein the new first parity data is 
generated only as a function of first stripe unit data" (Column 7 lines 44-47). 
As per dependent claim 5, Archibald teach, 

o if the first parity data does not compare equally to the new first parity data 
reading stripe parity P, wherein stripe parity P corresponds to the plurality 
of stripe units; (Column 8 lines 1-2) 
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o generating new first stripe unit data as a function of stripe parity P and 
data of the plurality of stripe units other than the first stripe unit; (Column 8 
lines 4-6) 

o generating another new first parity data corresponding to the first stripe 
unit data, wherein the another new first parity data is generated as a 
function of the new first stripe unit data; (Column 8 lines 1-15) 
o comparing the new first parity data with the another new first parity data. 
(Column 8 lines 1-15). 
As per dependent claim 6, Archibald teach, "further comprising overwriting data 
of the first stripe unit with the new first stripe unit data if the new first parity data 
compares equally with the another new first parity data" (Column 9 lines 31-35). 

As per dependent claim 7, Archibald teach, "further comprising returning the new 
first stripe unit data to the computer system if the new first parity data compares equally 
with the another new first parity data" (Column 7 lines 39-44). 

As per dependent claim 8, Archibald teach, "further comprising comparing the 
first stripe unit data to the new first stripe unit data if the new first parity data does not 
compare equally with the another new first parity data" (Column 9 lines 2-9). 

As per dependent claim 9, Archibald teach, "further comprising returning an error 
message to the computer system if the first stripe unit data does not compare equally to 
the new first stripe unit data" (Column 8 line 66 to Column 9 line 2). 
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As per dependent claim 10, Archibald teach, "further comprising overwriting the 
first parity data with the new first parity data if the new first stripe unit data compares 
equally to the first stripe unit data" (Column 9 lines 31-35). 

As per independent claim 1 1 , the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 1 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 1 1 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 1 . 

As per dependent claim 12, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 2 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 12 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 2. 

As per independent claim 13, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 3 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 13 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 3. 

As per independent claim 14, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 4 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 14 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 4. 

As per independent claim 15, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 5 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
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computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 15 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 5. 

As per independent claim 16, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 6 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 16 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 6. 

As per independent claim 17, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 7 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 17 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 7. 

As per independent claim 1 8, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 8 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 18is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 8. 

As per independent claim 19, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 9 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 19 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 9. 

As per independent claim 20, the Examiner notes that the only distinguishable 
difference between claim 10 and the instant claim, is the instant claim's limitation of 
computer readable medium which is taught by Archibald in Column 5 lines 47-53. 
Claim 20 is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 10. 
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As per independent claim 21, Archibald teach, 

o a first computer system for receiving a request to read data, wherein the 
request is received from a (Column 5 lines 31-44). The Examiner notes 
that the Controller (106) taught by Archibald is the first computer as 
claimed instantly. 

o second computer system in data communication with the first computer 
system, (Column 5 lines 17-22). The Examiner notes that Computer (102) 
taught by Archibald is the second computer system as claimed instantly. 

o wherein the first computer system comprises a computer readable 
medium that stores instructions executable by the first computer system, 
wherein the first computer system performs a method in response to 
executing the stored instructions, the method comprising; (Column 5 lines 
47-53) 

o reading first parity data corresponding to the first stripe unit data in 
response to the first computer receiving the request; (Column 7 lines 39- 
44). 

o generating new first parity data corresponding to the first stripe unit data, 
wherein the new first parity data is generated as a function of the first 
stripe unit data; (Column 7 lines 44-47) 

o comparing the first parity data with the new first parity data; (Column 7 
lines 47-49) 
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o returning data of the first stripe unit to the second computer system if the 
first parity data compares equally to the new first parity data. (Column 7 
lines 39-44). 

Claim 22 is interpreted under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 6 th paragraph. 

The Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, in its en banc decision In re Donaldson Co., 16 R3d 
1189, 29 USPQ2d 1845 (Fed. Cir. 1994), decided that a "means-or-step-plus-function" limitation should 
be interpreted in a manner different than patent examining practice had previously dictated. The 
Donaldson decision affects only the manner in which the scope of a "means or step plus function" 
limitation in accordance with 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph, is interpreted during examination. 
Donaldson does not directly affect the manner in which any other section of the patent statutes is 
interpreted or applied. 

When making a determination of patentability under 35 U.S.C. 102 or 103, past practice was to 
interpret a "means or step plus function" limitation by giving it the "broadest reasonable interpretation." 
Under the PTO's long-standing practice this meant interpreting such a limitation as reading on any prior 
art means or step which performed the function specified in the claim without regard for whether the prior 
art means or step was equivalent to the corresponding structure, material or acts described in the 
specification. However, in Donaldson, the Federal Circuit stated: 

Per our holding, the "broadest reasonable interpretation" that an examiner may give means-plus- 
function language is that statutorily mandated in paragraph six. Accordingly, the PTO may not 
disregard the structure disclosed in the specification corresponding to such language when 
rendering a patentability determination. (MPEP 2181) 

Accordingly, the Examiner notes that the means or system/structure for practice 
of the invention disclosed in paragraph 19 of applicant's specification is further taught in 
Archibald in Figure 1 which is further discussed in Column 5 lines 14-44. Additionally, 
Independent claim 22 contains no distinguishable subject matter between claim 1 
except for drawing a "means-or-step-plus-function" interpretation as discussed supra 
and is therefore rejected on the same grounds as claim 1. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 30 September 2005 have been carefully and fully 
considered and are persuasive. Applicant's arguments are moot in light of the new 
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grounds of rejection not necessitated by amendment. Accordingly, this action has NOT 
been made final. 

Any objections or rejections present in the Office Action dated 28 July 2005 not 
specifically addressed in the rejection supra have been withdrawn. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew Bradley whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8575. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30-3:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald A. Sparks can be reached on (571) 272-4201. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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